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1901 


March 6, 1901 
““How Shall We?’” The Signs of the Times 27, 10, p. 3. 


“HOW shall we, that are dead to sin, live any longer therein?’S/T/ 
March 6, 1901, page 3.1 


How shall we? Can you tell? S/T/ March 6, 1901, page 3.2 


Can a man live in what he dies of? When any person dies of any 
disease, can he live any longer in it?—No; that is why he died—he 
could not live any longer in it.S/T/ March 6, 1901, page 3.3 


Having died of that disease, were he even brought back from the 
dead into that very disease, could he live any longer in it?—No; he 
would certainly and immediately die again. A person simply can not 
live any longer in the thing of which he has died. This is perfectly 
plain to everybody.S/7T/ March 6, 1901, page 3.4 


Very well, then, have you died to sin? Have you grown so sick of sin 
that you died of it? Have you grown so sick of it that you could live 
no longer in it, and so died to it?S/T/ March 6, 1901, page 3.5 


If you have, do not be afraid; you can not live any longer therein. 
Were you even taken back from that death, and put once more in 
the presence of sin, you would certainly and immediately die again. 
You could not live any longer in it, when you were there before; and 
because you could not live any longer in it, you died; and if you 
were brought back to it again, you could not live any longer in it any 
more than you did before.S/T/ March 6, 1901, page 3.6 


Remember, this is being sick unto death, of sin; not sick of a few or 
even many particular sins, while at the same time you choose 
others because they are pleasing to you, and become fat and 
flourishing on them. In this way you can live in sin forever, and then 
die in it, and then die the second death for it.S/T/ March 6, 1907, 
page 3.7 





No; it is not sins, so that we can die to one and live to another, that 
are contemplated in the Scripture; it is sin,—sin in the essence,—so 
that when you die to it, it is death indeed to sin, in every phase and 
of every sort. Then, being thus dead to sin, you simply can not live 
any longer therein. The very presence of the thing, the very 
suggestion of it, is death to you.S/T/ March 6, 1901, page 3.8 


And being thus dead to sin, the Lord intends that we shall not live 
any longer in it. And intending that we shall not live any longer in it, 
He intends that we shall live ever longer without sinning.S/7T/ March 
6, 1901, page 3.9 


There is power in Jesus Christ to keep the believer from sinning. 
There is virtue in the grace of God to hold back the believer in 
Jesus from serving the sinful propensities and passions that dwell in 
the human flesh. Praise His holy name forever and ever.S/T/ March 
6, 1901, page 3.10 


“Where sin abounded, grace did much more abound; that as sin 
hath reigned untodeath, even so mightgrace reign thru 
righteousness unto eternal life by Jesus Christ our Lord.”S/7T/ March 
6, 1901, page 3.11 


Are you dead to sin? Then how shall you live any longer 
therein?S/TI March 6, 1901, page 3.12 


A. T. JONES. 





May 22, 1901 


“The Two Sides in the Great Controversy. Self-Sacrifice or Self-Defense” 
The Signs of the Times 27, 21, p. 2. 


“SELF-PRESERVATION is the first law of natureS/T/ May 22, 
1901, page 2.1 


But self-sacrifice is the first law of grace.S/T/ May 22, 1901, page 
2.2 


In order to self-preservation, self-defense is essential.S/T/ May 22, 
1901, page 2.3 


In order to self-sacrifice, self-surrender is essential.S/T/ May 22, 
1901, page 2.4 


In self-defense, the only thing that can be employed is force.S/T/ 
May 22, 1901, page 2.5 


In self-surrender, the only thing that can be employed is love.S/7/ 
May 22, 1901, page 2.6 


In self-preservation, by self-defense, thru the employment of force, 
force meets force, and this means only war.S/T/ May 22, 1907, 
page 2.7 


In self-sacrifice, by self-surrender, thru love, force is met by love, 
and this means only peace.S/T/ May 22, 1901, page 2.8 


Self-preservation, then, means only war; while self-sacrifice means 
only peace.S/7T/ May 22, 1901, page 2.9 


But war means only death. Self-preservation, then, meaning only 
war, means only death; while self-sacrifice, meaning only peace, 
means only life.S/T/ May 22, 1901, page 2.10 


Self-preservation being the first law of nature, nature then means 
only death; while self-sacrifice being the first law of grace, grace 
means only life.S/T/ May 22, 1901, page 2.11 





But death only is the wages of sin; nature, then, meaning only 
death, it is so only because nature means sin; while life, being only 
the reward of righteousness; grace, meaning only life, it is so only 
because grace means righteousness.S/T/ May 22, 1901, page 2.12 


Sin and righteousness, nature and grace, are directly opposite and 
antagonistic elements. They occupy realms absolutely distinct. 
Nature, self-preservation, self-defense, force, war, and death, 
occupy only the realm of sin; grace, self-sacrifice, self-surrender, 
love, peace, and life occupy only the realm of righteousness. S/T/ 
May 22, 1901, page 2.13 


The realm of sin is the realm of Satan. The realm of grace is the 
realm of God. All the power of the domain of grace is devoted to 
saving men from the dominion of sin. This in order that, “as sin hath 
reigned unto death, even so might grace reign, thru righteousness, 
unto eternal life by Jesus Christ our Lord.”S/T/ May 22, 1901, page 
2.14 


On which side do you stand in this great controversy?S/T/ May 22, 
1901, page 2.15 


A. T. JONES. 





July 3, 1901 
“This World’s History” The Signs of the Times 27, 27, p. 2. 


NIMROD was the first man who wore a kingly crown. By him there 
was established among men the principle of human sovereignty. By 
him was begun kingship among men in this world; the rulership of 
man over man, and subjection of man to man; instead of the 
rulership of man over himself,—self-government,—and _ subjection 
of man to God only.S/T/ July 3, 1901, page 2.1 


Nor was itonly kingship that was by Nimrod begun; not merely 
kingship or sovereignty over a single city or territory, but kingship 
over kings, sovereignty over separate peoples and territories. For 
tho “the beginning of his kingdom” was the important cities and 
territories of “Babel, and Erech, and Accad, and Calneh, in the land 
of Shinar,” his ambition of kingly rule was not satisfied with these; 
but “out of that land he went forth into Assyria, and builded Nineveh, 
and Rehoboth-Ir, and Calah, and Resen between Nineveh and 
Calah.” Thus it was not only kingship, but kingship expanded into 
empire, that was begun by Nimrod in the world.S/7/ July 3, 1907, 
page 2.2 


Thru a long period of ages, Nimrod’s example was followed, thru 
the rise and expansion into empire of Elam, Egypt, Assyria, 
Babylon, Grecia. Then there arose a people who threw off and 
utterly repudiated all kingship and all idea of kingship; and 
established a republic—the republic of Rome—a government of the 
people, by the people, for the people.S/7/ July 3, 1901, page 2.3 


This government of the people likewise expanded into empire, 
degenerated into monarchy and imperial despotism, then to such 
utter corruption that in terrible ruin it was swept totally from the 
earth.S/T/ July 3, 1901, page 2.4 


From the tribes of barbarians who accomplished the destruction of 
Rome, there were established ten distinct kingdoms in the territory 
that had been Roman. Thus there was again established the 
principle of distinct kingship in government in the world.S/T/ July 3, 
1901, page 2.5 





Then again thru a period of ages, kingship expanded into empire in 
a succession of rises and falls, when in 1776 there arose another 
people who threw off and utterly repudiated all kingship and all idea 
of kingship; and established another republic—the republic of the 
United States—a government of the people, by the people, for the 
people.S/T/ July 3, 1901, page 2.6 


And now this second great republic, which arose upon the 
repudiation of kingship, and upon the establishment of government 
of the people, has also expanded into empire.S/T/ July 3, 1907, 
page 2.7 


Thus the whole history of this world from Nimrod’s day unto this 
year 1901 is expressed in two series of kingships expanding into 
empire, each followed by the total repudiation of kingship in the 
establishment of a republic—a government of the people, by the 
people, for the people—and each of these itself expanding into 
empire; the first, expanding into empire and irretrievable ruin; the 
second, expanding into empire and——what?S/T/ July 3, 1907, 
page 2.8 


This is an interesting parallel. It is more than interesting; it is 
intensely suggestive, because the parallel stands, not only in the 
fact that twice in the world’s history has a long period of kingship 
been followed by the utter repudiation of kingship in the 
establishment of a republic, but the parallel likewise stand sin the 
careers of these two republics—even to close details.S/7T/ July 3, 
1901, page 2.9 


For this reason it is not only interesting but exceedingly important 
that the people of this republic of the United States should know the 
parallel, and how close it is, between these two republics; to know 
how far this parallel extends already, and to know how far it is likely 
yet to extend.S/T/ July 3, 1901, page 2.10 


To this study the readers of the SIGNS OF THE TIMES and all whc 
can be induced to become readers are invited, thru four or five 

numbers of the paper. Come; it will thoroly [sic.] pay.S/T/ July 3, 
1901, page 2.11 


ALONZO T. JONES. 





July 10, 1901 


“Ancient History Which Is Also Modern. From Republic to Empire” The 
Signs of the Times 27, 28, p. 3. 


FROM REPUBLIC TO EMPIRE. 


WE Have seen that the history of this world, from the day of Nimrod 
until now, is expressed in a succession of kingships expanding into 
empire, until Rome’s total repudiation of kingship, and the 
establishment of a republic—a government of the people, by the 
people, and for the people—which itself expanded into empire and 
went to ruin; to be followed by establishments of kingships 
expanding into empire, until the total repudiation of kingship by the 
thirteen British colonies of America, and their establishment of the 
republic of the Untied States—a government of the people, by the 
people, and for the people—which itself has now expanded into 
empire.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.1 


And now every consideration of the subject forces the question, 
What shall be the result of this second expansion of republic into 
empire? Everybody knows that the republic of Rome went that road 
only to ruin; the question now is, How can the republic of the United 
States follow that same road without the same result?S/T/ July 10, 
1901, page 3.2 


This question is the more forcibly suggested by the fairly startling 
truth, that the course of the republic of Rome is being followed step 
by step by the republic of the United States; these steps being 
followed so closely as to be veritably identical. The likeness 
between the two is so manifest that it is difficult to write the course 
of the republic of Rome, without incurring the charge of “coloring it” 
from the course of the republic of the United States; tho the 
standard histories of Rome, long ago written, are a sufficient 
defense against the justice of any such charge. The likeness is not 
in the “coloring,” but in the very texture and substance of the 
fabric.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.3 


Rome established herself upon the then entirely new principle, that 
men are capable of governing themselves by themselves, and need 
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not kings to lord it over them; that, upon principle, men are of 
themselves free and as capable of governing themselves as kings 
are capable of governing themselves; and much more capable of 
governing themselves than kings can be capable of governing 
them.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.4 


Since all the nations were governed by kings, this new principle, 
from the beginning, made Rome a mark of attention to the world. 
And Rome was willing to be a mark of attention to the world; for of 
her attitude she was justly proud. Thus Rome looked upon herself, 
and was looked upon by other nations, and especially by oppressed 
peoples, as the example and conservator of liberty for the 
world.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.5 


When by her valuable and native faculty of self-government Rome 
had filled her proper home territory, and commanded the respect of 
the mightiest kings, she considered it to be her high prerogative to 
extend to neighboring peoples who were struggling against the 
oppressions of kings, the blessings of liberty. The first of these were 
the Greek States, who were ever tenacious of liberty, but who, from 
the example of Rome, were now tenacious of republican liberty. 
They were struggling peristently [sic.], and even desperately, 
against Philip V. of Macedon to wreak his kingly power over 
them.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.6 


In her native love of liberty, Rome generously espoused the cause 
of the struggling States of Greece, that she might extend to them, 
and that they might know and enjoy, the blessings of republican 
liberty.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.7 


Of her own free will, and wholly at her own expense, Rome sent 
across the seas her armies and her navies to fight the battles of the 
Greeks, and to deliver them from the oppression of kingships, and 
assure to them the great boon of liberty and the blessings of self- 
government.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.8 


In this Rome succeeded wonderfully. In brief campaigns she 
defeated Philip and the Macedonians, and forced a peace which 
severed from Philip’s power seven of the States of Greece. And in 
announcing the peace, Rome made the following glowing 
proclamation of liberty and self-government to the Greek States: 
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—SI/T]I July 10, 1901, page 3.9 


The Senate and people of Rome, and Titus Quintius, their general, 
having overcome Philip and the Macedonians, do set at liberty from 
all garrisons, imposts, and taxes, the Corinthians, the Locrians, the 
Phocians, the Phthihat-Acheans, the Magnesians, the Thessalians, 
and the Perrhbians; declare them free and ordain that they shall be 
governed by their respective laws and usages.S/7T/ July 10, 1901, 
page 3.10 


All this was wonderfully pleasing to the Greeks. In the excess of 
their gratitude and joy they went fairly wild. But just as soon as they 
began to take steps to use the liberty and self-government thus so 
generously proclaimed, they found themselves balked by 
temporizings, reservations, and interpretations on the part of Rome. 
Rome entered the plea that since it was to her the Greek States 
owed their freedom, they were thereby bound to recognize the 
sovereignty of Rome in all their affairs.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.11 


The Greeks pointed to the plain words of the published 
proclamation. But Rome would not admit the plea; she would not 
stand by the obvious meaning of her own published words. By her 
subtle explanations and_ interpretations she reduced _ the 
proclamation to a mere platitude and a sheer pretense from the 
beginning. The Grecians appealed to the manifest justice of the 
case, and to the former acknowledged character of Rome as the 
example of liberty and justice to the world. But all in vain. They 
finally appealed to Rome direct: “Put yourself in our place, and 
decide how you would like it for yourself.”S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 
S42 


We hear one of the chief magistrates in the republic of the Acheans 
inveighed strongly, in a public assembly, against this unjust 
usurpation and ask by what title the Romans were empowered to 
assume so haughty an ascendant over them; whether their republic 
was not as free and independent as that of Rome, by what right the 
latter pretended to force the Acheans to account for their conduct; 
whether they would be pleased should the Acheans, in their former 
officiousness pretend to inquire into their affairs; and whether 
matters ought not to be on the same footing on both sides.S/T/ July 
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10, 1901, page 3.13 


All these reflections were very reasonable, just, and unanswerable, 
and the Romans had no advantage in the question but force. 
—Rollin.SITI July 10, 1901, page 3.14 


No man can deny that so far, this is a faithful sketch of the course of 
the republic of Rome; and no man can deny that, even to the 
closest detail, that course has so far been repeated, item by item, 
by this republic of the United States.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.15 


What, then, is the meaning of all this? Shall it be said that this is all 
nothing? Think on these things.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.16 


And there is more to follow.S/T/ July 10, 1901, page 3.17 


ALONZO T. JONES. 
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July 17, 1901 


“Ancient History Which Is Also Modern. Abandonment of the Constitution” 
The Signs of the Times 27, 29, p. 3. 


WE have seen thru an article last week that with a grand flourish 
and promise of the extension of the blessings of republican liberty, 
the republic of Rome sent her armies and navies across the sea to 
fight the battles of peoples who were struggling for liberty against 
the oppressions of kingships.S/T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.1 


We have seen her shortly and triumphantly deliver these struggling 
peoples from the oppressive power of kingships, and publish a 
proclamation promising to these peoples, liberty, self-government, 
and freedom from taxation—in once word independence.S/7T/ July 
17, 1901, page 3.2 


And we have seen her so evade her published promise as in every 
sense to disregard it, and compel from those peoples an 
acknowledgment of the universal and perpetual sovereignty of the 
republic of Rome.S/T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.3 


When the republic of Rome had gone thus far, it became essential 
that she should decide as to what should be done with these new 
territories and peoples. Since she had refused to them the self- 
government and independence which she had publicly promised, 
she was compelled, by the very necessities of the case, to decide 
how she herself would govern them. And this forced the question as 
to whether she would govern them according to the Roman 
constitution, or according to a new order of procedure adapted to 
the new circumstances; whether she should govern them with the 
constitution or without it.S/T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.4 


The earlier State law of Rome knew nothing oftributary subjects. 
The conquered communities [in the home territory if Italy] were 
either sold into slavery, or merged in the Roman commonwealth, or 
admitted to an alliance which secured to them at least communal 
independence and freedom from taxation.,—Mommsen. But since 
these people “had paid tithe and tribute to their former masters, it 
was, in the judgment of the shortsighted, the most judicious, and, if 
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Rome was desirous of retaining these possessions at all, 
undoubtedly the most convenient, course to manage the new 
territories entirely in accordance with the rules” to which they had 
been subject under their former masters. Accordingly the Romans 
did not extend to the new possessions the Roman constitution, but 
continued there the original systems under Roman governorship. 
But “it was the shirt of Nessus which they inherited from the 
enemy.’—Mommsen.S!T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.5 


This expression “the shirt of Nessus” is a mythological reference; in 
the myth a shirt of Hercules was secretly tinged with the blood of 
the dying Nessus, which, when Hercules again put it on, caused his 
ruin. The thought of the historian is that when Rome would not 
extend to her new possessions her own constitution and the 
privileges of her own government, but held them as tributary 
subjects ruled by foreign laws, in that she took upon herself what 
corresponds in the myth to “the shirt of Nessus.” And as in the myth 
that shirt proved the ruin of him who wore it, so this abandonment of 
her constitution and the inauguration of this colonial system, proved 
the ruin of the republic or Rome.S/T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.6 


It is true that “at first the Roman government, in imposing taxes on 

their subjects, intended not strictly to enrich themselves, but only to 

cover the cost of administration and defense.... The fact, however, 

that they still maintained moderation in the imposition of burdens 

was of little consequence as compared with the conversion of their 

sovereignty into a profitable privilege at all; the FALL WAS THE 
SAME, whether a SINGLE APPEL WAS TAKEN or the TREE WA 
PLUNDERED.”—Mommsen. The historian was writing on the all of 

the Roman republic, not the fall of her new possessions; and he 

says that the Roman empire fell when she refused to extend to her 

new possessions and peoples her own constitution, and made 

those peoples tributary subjects, even tho the taxes levied were to 

be spent upon and within the new possessions themselves. And he 

declares that when that was done, the fall of the republic of Rome 

“was the same, whether a single apple was taken or the tree 

plundered;” whether the tax imposed were a single sesterce or 

whole talents, a single cent or millions of dollars.S/7T/ July 17, 1907, 
page 3.7 
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Nor did the abandonment of her constitution by the republic of 
Rome stop with her refusal to extend it to the new possessions. 
Those who in that step conducted the government affairs thought to 
keep the constitution, and the government under it, intact at home, 
while refusing it to the new peoples abroad. But that step involved 
yet other issues, which forced the taking of yet other steps in 
abandonment of the constitution, in which those who were in power 
in the State “not only usurped in substance the government, but 
also remodeled the constitution according to their own views,” tho 
“they changed not the /etter but merely the practice of the existing 
constitution..—Mommsen.S!T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.8 


Such was the course followed by the republic of Rome, and onward 
to ruin; and all the people of the United States and of the whole 
world have seen the same course repeated so far, step by step and 
item by item, in the past three years and up to date, in the course of 
the republic of the United States.S/T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.9 


The course of the republic of Rome did not stop at this point; will the 
course of the republic of the United States stop at this point?S/T/ 
July 17, 1901, page 3.10 


As a matter of already accomplished fact, the course of the republic 
of the United States has not evenpaused at this point, but has 
passed yet further onward in the identical course of descent of the 
republic of Rome.S/T/ July 17, 1901, page 3.11 


This will be followed further next week.S/T/ July 17, 1901, page 
3.12 


ALONZO T. JONES. 
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July 24, 1901 


“Ancient History Which Is Also Modern. Abandonment of the Constitution. 
—Concluded” The Signs of the Times 27, 30, p. 11. 


WE have seen the republic of Rome deny to the peoples of her new 
and foreign possessions the privileges of her constitution, and make 
of them tributary subjects governed entirely without the constitution. 
We have seen that it was the thought of the responsible 
governmental party, that this should be done while retaining intact 
the constitution at home; but that the first step involved other issues 
which forced yet other steps in which those in power remodeled the 
constitution—“changing not the letter, but merely the practise of the 
existing constitution.”S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.1 


And still “punishment followed in the steps of wrong. The new 
provincial system NECESSITATED the appointment ofovernors 
whose position was absolutely incompatible ... with the Roman 
constitution..—Mommsen. SIT] July 24, 1901, page 11.2 


The principle of the Roman constitution was that of self-government 
—government from the people themselves, by themselves; that 
men were capable of governing themselves, without any such thing 
as kingships. The theory upon which Rome’s new foreign 
possessions were held under Roman sovereignty, and their peoples 
held as tributary subjects of Rome, was that those peoples were not 
capable of self-government. Therefore when Roman governors 
were appointed to those peoples, it was upon the assumption that 
the people could not govern themselves, and must be governed. 
Accordingly, was the Roman communities in the provinces took the 
place of the former rulers of the land, so the governor appeared 
there in the position of a king..—Mommsen.S!T! July 24, 1901, 
page 11.3 


Nor was it only in the theory that the Roman governors “appeared 
there in the position of a king.”S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.4 


Those peoples had been ruled by kings. Their immediate governors 
had been the official representatives of kings. These governors had 
dwelt in kingly palaces and maintained the state of kings. And now, 
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since the whole theory of this Roman governorship was that those 
peoples were incapable of self-government, in order for the Roman 
governor to maintain the theory it become essential that he should 
actually hold toward the new subject peoples exactly the attitude, as 
well as the position, of a king. And this is why it was that “the new 
provincial system necessitated the appointment of governors, 
whose position was absolutely incompatible, not only with the 
welfare of the provinces, but with — the Roman 
constitution..—Mommsen.S!T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.5 


And up to this point followed the course of the republic of Rome has 
been followed by the republic of the United States. To the new 
possessions of the republic of the United States, governors have 
been appointed precisely upon the theory, and under precisely the 
local conditions, that the republic of Rome appointed her new 
governors. And how certainly the position of these new governors is 
not only absolutely incompatible, but is also recognized by the 
government to be absolutely incompatible with the United States 
Constitution, is made plain by the legislation of Congress respecting 
the government of the Philippine Islands.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 
11.6 


February 27, 1901, there was before the Senate of the republic of 
the United States, for consideration and enactment, the following 
provision for the governing of the Philippine Islands:—S/T/ July 24, 
1901, page 11.7 


All military, civil, and judicial powers necessary to govern the 
Philippine Islands acquired from Spain by the treaties concluded at 
Paris on the tenth day of December, 1898, and at Washington on 
the seventh day of November, 1900, shall, until otherwise provided 
by Congress, be vested in such person and persons, and shall be 
exercised in such manner, as the President of the United States 
shall direct for the establishment of civil government and for 
maintaining and protecting the inhabitants of such islands in the 
free enjoyment of their liberty, property, and toleration: Provided, 
That all franchises granted under the authority hereof shall contain 
a reservation of the right to alter, amend, or repeal the same. S/T/ 
July 24, 1901, page 11.8 
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This provision at once merges in one “person” all governmental 
powers in the Philippine Islands. A fundamental principle not only of 
the United States Constitution but of the genius of Anglo-Saxon 
government is that all governmental powers shall not be vested in 
one person, but shall be distributed—the legislative, the judicial, 
and the executive powers—in departments. This principle is that 
absolutism in government—all governmental power lodged in one 
man or one set of men—is not good; and that therefore not more 
than one portion of governmental power shall ever be exercised by 
one person or set of persons, so that each department shall be a 
check upon the others, in the interests of liberty and the protection 
of the people.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.9 


Upon this principle the government of the United States consists of 
three co-ordinate branches—the legislative, the judicial, and the 
executive; and Section | of Article | of the Constitution declares: 
—SITI July 24, 1901, page 11.10 


All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress 
of the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of 
Representatives. S/7/ July 24, 1901, page 11.11 


And Section | of Article III of the Constitution says:—S/T/ July 24, 
1901, page 11.12 


The judicial power of the United States shall be vested in one 
supreme court, and in such inferior courts as the Congress may 
from time to time ordain and establish.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 
11:43 


It is therefore easily seen that the proposal respecting the 
government of the Philippine Islands is “absolutely incompatible 
with the” United States Constitution. For to make effective the new 
order of government for the new possessions, it was found 
necessary for the responsible power in the governments of the 
United States, while retaining the letter, to change the practise, of 
the existing Constitution. For when the Constitution definitely 
confines to Congress “all legislative powers” granted, and to a 
supreme court, and such inferior courts as may from time to time be 
provided, all judicial powers; and then Congress passes over to, 
and vests in, “such person and persons ... as the President of the 





18 


United States shall direct,” all civil and judicial powers necessary to 
govern territory of the United States, that is nothing less than for 
Congress so far to abdicate its own power, and so far to take away 
from the courts their powers. It is also a clear abandonment of the 
Constitution of the United States, so far as the Philippine Islands 
are concerned, and, in principle, so far as any place is 
concerned.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.14 


Not only is this true in principle, but in the Senate, and by the 
Senate, it was seen to be true; and action was taken accordingly. 
First, an amendment was proposed to the Philippine section as 
follows:—SI/T]/ July 24, 1901, page 11.15 


SEC.—That the Constitution of the United States is hereby 
extended over, and declared to be in force in, the Philippine Islands, 

so far as the same or any provision thereof may be applicable. S/7T/ 

July 24, 1901, page 11.16 


This was rejected by a vote of thirty-nine to twenty-three; not voting, 
twenty-six. S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.17 


Afterward there was offered the following amendment:—S/T/ July 
24, 1901, page 11.18 


And provided further, That no judgment, order, nor act by any of 
said officials so appointed shall conflict with the Constitution and 
laws of the United States.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.19 


This was rejected by a vote of forty-five to twenty-five; not voting, 
eighteen.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.20 


After this an amendment was offered requiring that—S/T/ July 24, 
1901, page 11.21 


Every person in whom authority is vested under this grant of power 
shall take an oath to support the Constitution of the United 
States.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.22 


This also was rejected, by a vote of forty-one to twenty-five; not 
voting, twenty-two.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.23 
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When the Constitution itself had been thus definitely excluded and 
abandoned in the government of the Philippine Islands, there was 
offered an amendment embodying, and extending to the people of 
the islands, the substance of the Bill of Rights contained in the first 
few amendments to the Constitution, as follows:—S/T/ July 24, 
1901, page 11.24 


All persons shall be bailable unless for capital offenses where the 
proof shall be evident or the presumption great. All fines shall be 
moderate, and no cruel or unusual punishment shall be inflicted. No 
man shall be deprived of his life, liberty, or property, but by the 
judgment of his peers and the law of the land. If the public 
exigencies make it necessary for the common preservation, to take 
the property of any person, or to demand his particular services, full 
compensation shall be made for the same. No ex post facto law, or 
law impairing the obligation of contracts, shall be made. No law 
shall be made which shall lay any person under restraint, burden, or 
ability on account of his religious opinions, provisions, or mode of 
worship, in all of which he to be free to maintain his own, and not 
burdened to those of another.S/7/ July 24, 1901, page 11.25 


This, too, was rejected, by a vote of forty-one to twenty-three; not 
voting, twenty-four.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.26 


When, thus, it had been voted, over and over again, to bestow 
unlimited power upon such persons as the President shall name to 
govern the Philippine Islands, then attempt was made to limit the 
time and the exercise of this power. Accordingly, an amendment 
was offered limiting this time to March 4, 1903. But this was 
rejected by a vote of forty-three to twenty-six; not voting, 
nineteen.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.27 


When it had been so positively decided that no limited power should 
be given to these men,—for unlimited time,—an attempt was made 
to give the Filipinos a part in the government of themselves. 
Accordingly, an amendment was offered, as follows:—S/T/ July 24, 
1901, page 11.28 


And secure to them such participation in the affairs of the civil 
government so to be established as shall be consistent with the 
safety of the government.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.29 
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But this was rejected by a vote of thirty-nine to twenty-three; not 
voting, twenty-six.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.30 


When it had thus been explicitly and confirmedly settled that the 
powers of such men as the President shall appoint to govern the 
Philippines, shall be so limited for all time, and shall be absolute 
over all people of the islands, attempt was made to save at least a 
vestige of constitutional liberty, as follows:—S/T/ July 24, 1907, 
page 11.31 


Mr. Hoar: Mr. President there is one principle of constitutional liberty 
not yet slain, and | desire to give it a little chance for its life. | move 
the amendment which | send to the desk, to be inserted at the end 
of the bill.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.32 


The Presiding Officer: The Senator from Massachusetts submits an 
amendment, which will be stated.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.33 


The Secretary: It is proposed to add as a new section the following: 
—SIT] July 24, 1901, page 11.34 


“In the government of the Philippine Islands the person vested with 
legislative power shall even exercise the executive or judicial 
powers, or either of them; no person vested with executive powers 
shall ever exercise the legislative or judicial power, nor either of 
them; no person vested with judicial powers shall ever exercise the 
legislative or executive powers, or either of them; to the end there 
may be a government of laws and not of men.S/T/ July 24, 1901, 
page 11.35 


The Presiding Officer: The question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Hoar] to the amendment of the 
committee. S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.36 


Mr. Jones, of Arkansas, and Mr. Pettus called for the yeas and 
nays.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.37 


The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded to 
call the roll.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.38 


And even this last principle of constitutional liberty was slain. It was 
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rejected by a vote of forty-three to twenty-six; not voting, 
nineteen.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.39 


See the whole account inCongressional Record, dated 
Wednesday, Feb. 27, 1901.S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.40 


As already stated, the next day but one—Friday, March 1—the 
House of Representatives passed the legislation as it came from 
the Senate, without any change whatever. And since it was all done 
at the demand of the executive, of course it was all proved by him 
when it came before him to be signed. And Monday, May 27, 1901, 
the Supreme Court of the United States rendered a decision 
likewise abandoning the Constitution and recognizing “an 
unrestrained possession of power on the part of Congress” with 
respect to the new possession. S/7T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.41 


Thus, and up to date, the republic of the United States has repeated 
the course of the republic of Rome, step by step and item by item, 
in the apostasy from government of the people to government by 
few or by one; from Constitutional government of absolutism; from 
the principle of a republic to one of monarchy. S/T/ July 24, 1907, 
page 11.42 


The republic of Rome did not stop at that point. Will the republic of 
the United States stop at this point? Can she stop at this point? S/T/ 
July 24, 1901, page 11.43 


Further consideration next week. S/T/ July 24, 1901, page 11.44 
ALONZO T. JONES. 
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July 31, 1901 


“Ancient History Which Is Also Modern. From Republic to Monarchy” The 
Signs of the Times 27, 31, p. 3. 


WE have seen that in the abandonment of her constitution by the 
republic of Rome in the government of her new _ foreign 
possessions, her new system “necesitated [sic.] the appointment of 
governors, whose position was absolutely incompatible ... with the 
Roman _ constitution.” And all people have seen this course 
identically followed to date in the course of the republic of the 
United States.S/T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.1 


We have seen that under the new systems adopted by the republic 
of Rome in the government of her new possessions and tributary 
subjects, the Roman “governor appeared there in the position of a 
“king;” and that in maintenance of the theory and the new system 
adopted, it was essential that the governor should in practise 
“actually hold toward the new subject peoples exactly the attitude, 
as well as the position, of a king.” And tho the governing party in the 
State thought to keep the constitution intact at home while 
abandoning it abroad, they and all soon found that the constitution 
at home was giving way in their hands; and that as certainly as the 
new systems were continued, the constitution must be abandoned 
at home as well as abroad. And the new system was continued,— 
with “not the letter, but the practise of the existing constitution” 
wholly changed; a few men in power in the State, “usurping in 
substance the government, and remodeling the constitution 
according to their own views.”S/T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.2 


The process through which this all occurred in the republic of Rome 
is interesting; and, in view of the fact that Rome’s course up to the 
point of open repudiation of her constitution and fundamental 
principle has already been covered in the “progress” of the republic 
of the United States, is also vastly important.S/T/ July 31, 1907, 
page 3.3 


When the Roman appointee went out from home to the place of his 
governorship, he went as a republican—the representative of the 
republic; but when he reached the place of his governorship, “he 
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appeared there in the position of a king;” and he maintained there 
the air and circumstance of king. This he was obliged to do, under 
the theory, and according to the system, adopted for the 
government of the new possessions and tributary subjects. “But it 
was not practicable for any length of time to beat once 
REPUBLICAN and KING.’-ommsen.S!T/ July 31, 1901, page 
3.4 


And, since it was not practicable for any length of time to be at once 
republican and king; and since in that place he appeared, and 
according to the theory and system under which he was there, he 
must appear there “in the position of a king;” it was inevitable that 
the republican must vanish, and only the king remain. Accordingly 
the governors ruled virtually as sovereign.... This emancipation of 
the supreme administrative officials from the central authority was 
more than HAZARDOUS. The Roman governor, placed at the head 
of the armies of the State, and in possession of considerable 
financial resources; subject to but a lax judicial control, and 
practically independent of the supreme administration; and impelled 
by a sort of necessity to separate the interests of himself and of the 
people whom he governed, from those of the Roman community, 
and to treat them as conflicting; far more resembled a Persian 
satrap than one of the commissioners of the Roman Senate at the 
time of the Samnite wars.”—Mommsen.S!T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.5 


As another inevitable consequence, this occupying the position, and 
playing the part of “satrap,” of “sovereign,” of “king,” “demoralized 
the Roman ruling class with fearful rapidity. Haughtiness and 
arrogance toward the provincials were so natural in the 
circumstances as scarcely to form matter of reproach against the 
individual magistrate."-—Mommsen. |t actually developed in them, 
as their abiding character, the very spirit and disposition of “satra,” 
“sovereign,” and “king.”S/T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.6 


This would have been bad enough in its results upon the governors 
themselves, and the tributary subjects whom they governed, if the 
colonies had been the only field of the exercise of it, and if only the 
governors had remained permanently in those fields. But when, as 
was the fact, the term of the governors was short, and the rotation 
in the office was comparatively rapid; and when these governors 
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returned home, and, as was also the fact, carried with them this 
same haughtiness and arrogance, this same spirit and disposition 
of “satrap,” “sovereign,” and “king;” then the evil was even far 
worse, for thus it was extended to the government and people at 
home. He who had developed the abiding spirit and disposition of 
“satra,” “sovereign,” and “king” abroad, remained in spirit and 
disposition, in haughtiness and arrogance, “satra,” “sovereign,” and 
“king,” at home when he returned home. When he returned to Italy, 
he held toward the people of the home government the same 
attitude of superiority, and the same air of sovereignty, that he had 
held toward the tributary subjects abroad. For “the man who had 
just conducted a legalized military tyranny abroad, could with 
difficulty find his way back tothe common civic level which 
distinguished between those who commanded and those who 
obeyed, but not between masters and slaves."—Mommsen.S!T] 
July 31, 1901, page 3.7 


Thus the refusal of the republic of Rome to extend her constitution 
abroad, destroyed the constitution at home; her refusal to extend 
republican principles to peoples abroad, subverted republican 
principles at home; her adoption of the principle of monarchy 
abroad, dragged her into monarchy at home. Thus it was that 
“punishment followed in the steps of wrong,” that the 
“demoralization of the Roman ruling class” followed “with fearful 
rapidity,” and the government which they themselves were 
conducting gave way in their own hands. And they saw that the 
government was giving way under their own hands; and they tried 
various schemes to save it. These attempts “very clearly evince the 
anxiety felt by the more far-seeing of the Roman statesmen as to 
the fruits of the seed sown. But diagnosis is not cure.” All their 
remedies were merely aimed at results, while the great cause was 
left untouched. Therefore, “the internal government of the nobility 
continued to follow the direction once given to it; and the decay of 
the administration and of the financial system—the precursor of 
future revolutions and usurpations—steadily pursued its course, if 
not unnoticed, yet unchecked.”—Mommsen.S!/T/ July 31, 1901, 
page 3.8 


They themselves finally recognized that the government was going 
fatally wrong; but then the tide had become too strong; they could 
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not stem it. When they had taken the first step, they wou/d not turn 
back; and now they had taken so many further steps that they could 
not turn back. They then consoled themselves that “destiny” was 
upon them, resigned to “destiny” their own intelligent responsibility, 
and dully allowed the government to drift on to what all the world 
knows was the greatest civil despotism that the world ever saw; this 
next, through a union with the apostate church, developing a 
religious despotism; and next the Roman government finding 
herself engulfed in the greatest ruin that ever befell an empire. S/7/ 
July 31, 1901, page 3.9 


Such was the course of the republic of Rome from the point—the 
appointment of governors whose position was _ absolutely 
incompatible with the constitution, and who appeared in the position 
of a king—to which, in less than four swift years, the republic of the 
United States has step by step followed her.S/T/ July 31, 1907, 
page 3.10 


Will this republic now turn back? Will the republic of the United 
States, even now, learn the “one lesson which history clearly 
teaches—that free nations can not govern subject provinces; if they 
are unable to unwilling to admit their dependencies to share their 
own constitution, the constitution itself will fall in pieces from mere 
incompetence for its duties’? S/T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.11 


Will the republic of the United States learn this lesson and turn 
back? or will she too resign to “destiny” intelligent responsibility, and 
inevitably drift steadily downward to civil despotism, and religious 
despotism, and awful ruin? S/T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.12 


Daily events are daily answering these questions, and are loudly 
declaring that the course of the republic of Rome, having been 
already followed so far and so exactly, will be followed to the end by 
the republic of the United States.S/T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.13 


“For these reasons the fall of the Roman republic is exceptionally 
instructive to us.” Will the people of the American republic be 
instructed? S/T/ July 31, 1901, page 3.14 


ALONZO T. JONES. 
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August 7, 1901 


“Ancient History Which Is Also Modern. From Degeneracy to Religious 
Despotism” The Signs of the Times 27, 32, pp. 4, 5. 


WE have seen that the republic of Rome governed her foreign 
possessions and tributary subjects by a system that was “absolutely 
incompatible with the Roman constitution;” and that her constitution 
was abandoned, and its principles repudiated, in order that this 
should be done. We have seen the republic of the United States do 
precisely these same things; by direct legislative acts specifically 
and repeatedly refusing to allow any provision of her Constitution of 
her foreign possessions and tributary subjects.S/7T/ August 7, 1907, 
page 4.1 


All see that this has been done by the republic of the United States, 
since it has been openly done before the eyes of all; but not all see 
the real meaning and the true bearing of it. Most observers think 
that in doing this the United States has reverted to the British 
system of colonial government. But this is not so; indeed, if it were 
so, it would be complete apostasy from her own fundamental 
principles; for it was in absolute repudiation of the British system of 
colonial government that the thirteen American-British colonies 
founded their existence as_ thirteen American independent 
States.S/T/ August 7, 1901, page 4.2 


But this action of the United States is not a reversion to the British 
system, nor to the British principles; it is a sheer abandonment of all 
principles of Anglo-Saxon government—a clear leap back beyond 
all Anglo-Saxon, all constitutional government, beyond all 
government even of law; even beyond Magna Charta itself.S/T/ 
August 7, 1901, page 4.3 


Look at it: John Lackland was king of England. He was ruling 
without law, by his own will alone. This was what had been done for 
hundreds of years in England, since the pope had assumed the 
over-lordship. The king was subject only to the pope. The 
government was Roman with the pope supreme.S/7/ August 7, 
1901, page 4.4 
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In John Lackland, the evils of that system culminated. With the 
support of the pope, King John declared that he would be “for the 
first time king and lord of England.” But “the time was come when 
no man should be ‘kind and lord in England’ with a total disregard of 
the rights of other men; a time when a king should rule in England 
by law, instead of by force, or rule not at all.”—Knight.S/T/ August 7, 
1901, page 4.5 


Magna Charta was drawn up and demanded of the king. “It 
preserved all the proper attributes of the kingly power, while it 
guarded against the king being a tyrant.” In it the king was required 
to declare the great principle of the supremacy of the law of the 
realm, in the words: “No freeman shall be taken, or imprisoned, or 
disseized, or outlawed, or banished, or any otherwise destroyed; 
nor will we pass upon him, nor send upon him, unless by the legal 
judgment of his peers, or by the law of the land. To no man will we 
sell, to no man will we deny or delay, right or justice.” He was also 
required to agree that if the king or any of his officers violated any of 
the provisions of the Charter, there might be petition for redress of 
grievance; and if the grievance were not redressed in forty days, the 
barons, “together with the community of the whole kingdom, shall 
distrain and distress us all the ways possible; namely, by seizing 
our castles, lands, possessions, and in any other way they can, till 
grievance is redressed according to their pleasure; saving harmless 
our own person, and those of our queen and children; and when it 
is redressed, they shall obey us as before.”S/T/ August 7, 1901, 
page 4.6 


Of course this was all fought by both King John and the pope—the 
pope excommunicating the barons, and annulling Magna Charta. 
But since it is always the disposition of a king to do anything rather 
than not be king, John surrendered; and since the pope’s real 
power always lies in possessing kings, his opposition fell powerless 
with the king’s surrender. And thus there was first fixed in a written 
constitution the Anglo-Saxon principle of government by virtue of 
written law, instead of by mere force and caprice of human will; the 
principle that government is by consent of the governed, and not by 
absolutism of a superior set arrogating to themselves “divine right” 
to rule wrong.S/7T/ August 7, 1901, page 4.7 
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John’s son, King Henry III., in league with the pope, also resisted 
the governed and rejected Magna Charta. He declared: 
“Whensoever, and wheresoever, and as often as it may be our 
pleasure, we may declare, interpret, enlarge, or diminish the 
aforesaid statutes, and their several parts, by our own free will, and 
as to us shall seem expedient for the security of us and our land.” 
But he, as John, was firmly met by the kingdom’s insistence upon 
the right of the people and the supremacy of the law. S/7T/ August 7, 
1901, page 4.8 


In answer to King Henry’s pronunciamento, the English judge 
Bracton set the voice of English law. “The king must not be subject 
to any man, but to God and the /aw; for the law makes him king. Let 
the king, therefore, give to the law what the law gives to him— 
dominion and power; for there is no king where will, and not law, 
bears rule. The king can do nothing on earth, being the minister of 
God, but what he can do by law. So that if the king were without a 
bridle—that is, the law—they ought to put a bridle upon him.S/T/ 
August 7, 1907, page 4.9 


That is the principle of Anglo-Saxon government, of free 
government—government by consent of the governed— 
everywhere. That is the principle of Anglo-Saxon government, of 
free government—government by consent of the governed— 
against that principle of the apostate republic of Rome perpetuated 
in the Papacy, and then adopted by the apostate republic of the 
United States in her following the course of the apostate republic of 
Rome. For compare with the principle of Anglo-Saxon government, 
as expressed in Magna Charta and the voice of English law, and in 
the Declaration of Independence and the United States 
Constitution,—compare with this the principle repeatedly expressed 
and postively [sic.] fixed in the legislation of Congress regarding the 
Philippines, as already given in these articles—SIGNS of July 17, 
24, 31, 1901. There see how that, when every other principle of 
constitutional liberty had been repudiated, and when, to prevent the 
slaughter of this last principle of constitutional liberty a senator 
offered an amendment expressly providing that “it may be a 
government of laws and not of men,” even this was repudiated. S/T/ 
August 7, 1901, page 4.10 
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And this repudiation of the primary principle of Anglo-Saxon 
government—the principle of Magna Charta—was seen, and was 
deliberately sanctioned, by the United States Supreme Court in its 
latest decision—its decision on this great subject. Read the words 
of that decision:—S/T/ August 7, 1901, page 4.11 


If those possession are inhabited by alien races, differing from us in 
religion, customs, laws, methods of taxation, and modes of thought, 
the administration of government and justice according to Anglo- 
Saxon principles MAY for a time BE IMPOSSIBLE; and _ the 
question at once arises whether large concessions ought not to be 
made for a time, that, ultimately, our own theories may be carried 
out and the blessings of free government under the Constitution be 
extended to them. We decline to hold that there is anything in the 
Constitution to forbid such action.SIT/| August 7, 1901, page 4.12 


Therefore, as to principle of government, where stand the 
government of the United States to-day?—No longer upon the true 
ground of Anglo-Saxon principle; but upon the despotic ground of 
Roman principle only. Not upon the free principle of Magna Charta 
and English law, the Declaration of Independence, and the 
Constitution; but upon the despotic principle of Romeas 
perpetuated in the Papacy and maintained by the popes. For back 
of Magna Charta there is nothing but Rome as perpetuated in the 
Papacy.S/T/ August 7, 1901, page 4.13 


And by this wild plunge of the United States from her own native, 
and from all Anglo-Saxon, principles of government, down the 
declivity, and sheer into the gulf to the principles of Rome as 
perpetuated in the Papacy and maintained by the popes, Leo XIII. 
sees opened the way to the fulfilment of his declared purpose that 
“what the church has done for other nations, she will not do for the 
United States.” There is no doubt that she will, for what is to hinder? 
Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Philippines are the peculiar ground of the 
new activities of the United States upon her newly chosen principles 
of Rome. Cuba, Porto Rico, and the Philippines are solidly Catholic, 
and subject to the Papacy in the Latest appointed apostolic 
delegate, Archbishop Chapelle. Here, the Papacy in full possession, 
and the United States inextricably in her net, and indeed do for this 
nation now what she has done for other nations. The public of 
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Rome which had apostatized into imperial despotism, she inveigled 
and sunk in the abyss of eternal ruin. the barbarians who were the 
instruments of the divine wrath in sweeping away the corrupted 
Roman Empire, these also she corrupted, and filled Europe with her 
own anarchy throughout her own Dark Ages. And now the republic 
of the United States, which has so fast and so far followed the 
course of the republic of Rome to imperial despotism, will also sink 
in the abyss of eternal ruin; and through this, and at the same time, 
she will fall with her anarchy to the same annihilation, all the other 
nations.S/T/ August 7, 1901, page 4.14 


And this dire work of Rome is made the more speedily certain from 
the fact that professed Protestantism in the United States and the 
whole world has completely espoused papal principles, stands so 
fully upon papal ground, and is so entirely friendly and at one with 
the Papacy. It has abandoned the principle of the Gospel, and puts 
its dependence only upon Jaw. It has repudiated the principle of 
freedom of choice in the divine government—government by 
consent of the governed—and has espoused only the principle of 
force. AS a consequence “all that dwell upon the earth’ must be 
compelled to worship the beast and his image, whose names are 
not written in the Book of Life of the Lamb slain from the foundation 
of the world. Revelation 13.S/TI August 7, 1901, page 4.15 


And thus “Babylon the great’—mother and daughters—“is fallen, is 
fallen, and is become the habitation of devils, and the hold of every 
foul spirit, and a cage of every unclean and hateful bird;” and the 
“voice from heaven” sounds, “Come out of her, My people, that ye 
be not partakers of her sins, and that ye receive not of her plagues.” 
She has “made all nations drunk with the wine of the wrath of her 
fornication;” and “by her sorceries were all nations corrupted.” S/T/ 
August 7, 1901, page 501.1 


ALONZO T. JONES. 
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August 14, 1901 


“Ancient History Which Is Also Modern. The Monarchical Principle 
Established” The Signs of the Times 27, 33, p. 5. 


WE have seen that the late decision of the Supreme Court of the 
United States on the subject of the new possessions, recognized 
“an unrestrained possession of power on the part of Congress.” We 
have seen that it even connects and declares that “the 
administration of government and justice according to Anglo-Saxon 
principles, may for a time be impossible.”S/7T/ August 14, 1907, 
page 5.1 


We have seen that the court thus abandons not only the American, 
but even the Anglo-Saxon, principle of government; and places the 
United States upon the Roman, absolute, and monarchical principle 
solely.S/T/ August 14, 1901, page 5.2 


And yet this is not a new position on the part of that court; nor is this 
principle new in decisions of the court. Nearly eleven years before 
this decision was rendered, the same court rendered a decision in 
which it took the same position and declared substantially the same 
principles.S/T/ August 14, 1901, page 5.3 


May 19, 1890, the Supreme Court of the United States rendered a 
decision in which “the unrestrained possession of power on the part 
of Congress’—the absolute power of Congress—“was recognized, 
approved, and established. It declared the “full and perfect right” of 
Congress to repeal a charter, dissolve a corporation, and confiscate 
the property of such corporation, of its own free will and of its own 
nation, “independent” of any limitation of law set even by Congress 
itself, or of any violation of law or charter by the corporation. The 
exact words of the court are as follows:—S/T/ August 14, 1901, 
page 5.4 


Congress, for good and sufficient reasons of its own, independent 
of that limitation [a previous act of Congress] and of any violation of 
it [by the corporation], had a full and perfect right to repeal its [the 
corporation’s] charter and abrogate its corporate existence, which of 
course depended upon its charter.S/7/ August 14, 1901, page 5.5 
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Than that, how could any power be more completely absolute? And 
that at the time the decision was recognized as establishing the 
power of Congress as absolute, is proved by the words of the Chief 
Justice in a dissenting opinion, as follows:—S/T/ August 14, 1907, 
page 5.6 


In my opinion, Congress is restrained, not merely by the limitation 
expressed in the Constitution, but also by the absence of any grant 
of power, expressed or implied, in that instrument. And no such 
power as that involved in the act of Congress under consideration is 
conferred by the Constitution, nor in any clause pointed out as its 
legitimate source. | regard it of vital consequence that absolute 
power shall never be awarded as belonging, under our form of 
government, to any one of its departments.S/T/ August 14, 1901, 
page 5.7 


Thus in 1890, by Supreme Court decision, was the independent 
and absolute power of Congress declared. Is it at all strange that, in 
1901, by the same court, that independent and absolute power 
should have been confirmed and established? S/7/ August 14, 1907, 
page 5.8 


In 1890 the right of Congress under this independent and absolute 
power to confiscate the property of a corporation, even without any 
violation of its charter by the corporation, was settled by the court’s 
making Congress “the sovereign authority” and “parens patrie’— 
parent of the country, or father of the people—corresponding to “the 
king” in Britain and other European countries, and to the emperor in 
Rome, upon the principles “found embedded in the civil law of 
Rome, in the laws of the European nations, and especially in the 
laws of that nation from which our institutions are derived’— 
Britain.S/T/ August 14, 1901, page 5.9 


This at one stroke set aside the people as sovereign, and set up 
Congress as sovereign, as king, and as emperor, in place of the 
people. It swept away government of the people, and made 
government to be of a “royal” and absolute authority, as parens 
patrie, only lodged in “the legislature” instead of a sole royal person. 
The words of the court, stating this monarchical principle as the 
principle of the government of the United States, are as follows: 
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—SI/TI August 14, 1901, page 5.10 


It may be contended that, in this country, there is no royal person to 
act as parens patrie, and to give direction for the application of 
charities which can not be administered by the court. It is true we 
have no such chief magistrate. But here the legislative is the parens 
patrie, and unless restrained by Constitutional limitations, the 
legislature possesses all the powers in this regard which the 
sovereign possesses in England.S/7/ August 14, 1901, page 5.17 


In reply to this, the words of the Chief Justice, in his dissenting 
opinion, concurred in by Justices Field and Lamar, are as follows: 
—SI/TI August 14, 1901, page 5.12 


Nor is there here any counterpart in Congressional power to the 
exercise royal prerogative in the disposition of a charity. If this 
property was accumulated for purposes declared illegal, that does 
not justify its arbitrary disposition by judicial legislation. In my 
judgment, its diversion under this act of Congress is_ in 
contravention of specific limitations in the Constitution: 
unauthorized, expressly or by implication, by any of its provisions; 
and in disregard of the fundamental principle that the legislative 
power of the United States as exercised by the agents of the people 
of the republic is delegated and not inherent.S!T/ August 14, 1901, 
page 5.13 


In reviewing that Supreme Court decision of May 19, 1890, the 
writer of this present article wrote of it, May 7, 1891, the following 
words:—S/T/ August 14, 1901, page 5.14 


If this doctrine shall be maintained, so that it becomes a principle of 
American law, and shall become established as a principle of 
Government here, then the revolution backwards is complete; 
government of the people is gone; and that of a sovereign parent of 
the people is put in its place. Then the doctrine of the Declaration of 
Independence and of the Constitution of the United States is 
subverted and the doctrine of sovereignty, absolutism, and 
paternalism, is established in its stead. Then also Bancroft’s history 
in the place above cited, [Ils it asked, Who is the sovereign of the 
United States?—The words “sovereign” and “subjects” are unknown 
to the Constitution] will need to be revised so that it shall read as 
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follows: “Is it asked, Who is the sovereign of the United States? The 
Legislature is the sovereign andthe people are subjects.”S/T! 
August 14, 1901, page 5.15 


And now experience has demonstrated that the doctrine and 
principle of that Supreme Court decision of May 19, 1890, has been 
maintained by both the court and the government, and has become 
in practise the established principle of the government; the 
Declaration of Independence and the Constitution have been 
deliberately repudiated; the Supreme Court, in 1901, has reiterated 
the principles of its monarchical decision of 1890; and, finally, the 
legislature of this republic of the United States has, in the year 
1901, repeated, for the new possessions and tributary subjects, the 
action of the Legislature of the republic of Rome in B. C. 46-44 and 
31 B. C.- 23 A. D., for the whole empire—republic—it has lodged in 
one man “all military, civil, and judicial powers.”S/T/ August 14, 
1901, page 5.16 


Thus the sovereign power which in May, 1890, the Supreme Court 
transferred from the people to “the legislature,” was in February and 
March, 1901, transferred by that “legislature-sovereign” from itself 
to one man; for only a limited part of the jurisdiction of the United 
States, it is true, just now; but the principle and procedure once 
established, how long before it will be extended to more, and finally 
to all of this empire-republic? And thus a one-man power in the 
republic of the United States looms up apace, in exact repetition of 
the court of the republic of Rome; and that one-man power 
unrestrained, absolute; and this all made strictly legal by official acts 
and decisions of the legislative and judicial branches of the 
government itself.S/T/ August 14, 1901, page 5.17 


Thus steadily as the march of time itself, and as swiftly as the rush 
of these hurrying times, is the republic of the United States 
marching over the course of the republic of Rome, even to the last 
item.S/TI August 14, 1901, page 5.18 


And the late decision of the Supreme Court of the United States, as 
well as the governmental course which it confirmed, is but the 
confirmation and logical continuation of the identical scheme of 
monarchical absolutism announced May 19, 1901, by that same 
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court. There is nothing new in it.S/T/ August 14, 1901, page 5.19 


These studies will be concluded next week, in the notice of another 
and kindred decision of the Supreme Court of the United 
States.S/T/ August 14, 1901, page 5.20 


A. T. JONES. 
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August 21, 1901 


“Ancient History Which Is Also Modern. The Adoption of ‘Christianity’ as 
the National Religion” The Signs of the Times 27, 34, pp. 4, 5. 


FROM a government of the people according to constitutional 
principles, the republic of Rome degenerated to a monarchical 
absolutism, according to the wilful and vicious caprice of the one 
man who had the ill fate to be the monarch.S/7T/ August 27, 1901, 
page 4.1 


After that the next distinct governmental departure was the 
formation of a union with the apostate church and the adoption of 
that “Christianity” as the national religion.S/T/ August 21, 1901, 
page 4.2 


We have seen that the Supreme Court of the United States in 
decision of May 19, 1890, confirmed by decision of May 27, 1901, 
established the doctrine of monarchical absolutism as a recognized 
governmental principle of the republic of the United States; and that 
that monarchical absolutism has already begun to be merged in one 
man who is to govern, not according to constitution or law, but 
according to will only.S/7T/ August 21, 1901, page 4.3 


And that decision of the Supreme Court of the United States, May 
19, 1890, was followed Feb. 29, 1892, by a decision of the same 
Supreme Court establishing “Christianity, general Christianity,” as 
the national religion, and accordingly declaring that “this is a 
Christian nation.”S/T/ August 21, 1901, page 4.4 


And as the principle of monarchical absolutism of the Supreme 
Court decision of May 19, 1890, has been followed in national 
action to the very brink of imperial absolutism; so the principle of 
established “Christianity” of the Supreme Court decision of Feb. 29, 
1892, has also been followed in national action to the point of 
tantamount declaration of independence of the government of God, 
and to the very brink of an imperial “Christian” absolutism, passing 
itself off for God’—its will as the will of God, its voice as the voice of 
God, its power as the power of God.S/T/ August 21, 1901, page 4.5 
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And as the principle of monarchical absolutism, espoused by the 
Supreme Court May 19, 1890, and followed in national action unto 
1901, was confirmed by decision of the same Supreme Court May 
27, 1901; so the principle of imperial “Christian” absolutism 
espoused by the Supreme Court Feb. 29, 1892, and followed in 
national action even to the very fulness of the government’s actually 
passing itself off for God—its will as the will of God, its voice as the 
voice of God, its power as the power of God—will, if ever brought to 
the test, assuredly be confirmed by the same Supreme Court.S/T/ 
August 21, 1901, page 4.6 


Yet, in order for the government to go to this full length in the 
practise of imperial “Christian” absolutism, it is not really necessary 
that the matter should be tested and confirmed by further decision 
of the Supreme Court, for all this was fully sanctioned by the court 
in its argument and citations in its decision of Feb. 29, 1892, which 
declared that “this is a Christian nation.” For by that decision “the 
Christian religion,” “Christianity, general Christianity,” is legally 
recognized and declared to be the established religion of the United 
States, and that consequently “this is a Christian nation.” Also by 
that decision, “in language more or less emphatic,” there is justified, 
and all as the “meaning” of the Constitution of the United States, (1) 
the maintenance of the discipline of the churches by the civil power; 
(2) the requirement of the religious oath; (3) the requirement of the 
religious test oath as a qualification for office; (4) public taxation for 
the support of religion and religious teachers; (5) the requirement of 
a belief in the Trinity and the inspiration of “the Holy Scriptures of 
the Old and New Testaments;” (6) the guilt of blasohemy upon 
every one who speaks or acts in contempt of the established 
religion; and (7) laws for the observance of Sunday as the Sabbath, 
with the general cessation of all “secular business.”S/T/ August 27, 
1901, page 4.7 


Thus that decision of Feb. 29, 1892, completely justifies beforehand 
the veriest imperial “Christian” absolutism that could ever be 
exercised or devised. Consequently it is not at all necessary that 
there should be a confirming decision to make effective such 
national action; yet, if the matter shall be brought to test, there can 
be no doubt whatever that a confirming decision will be rendered of 
the principles of imperial “Christian” absolutism of the decision of 
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Feb. 29, 1892, as has been rendered confirmatory of the principles 
of monarchical absolutism of the decision of May 19, 1890. And this 
identical thing is even foreshadowed in the decision of May 27, 
1901. For therein are written the following words:—S/T/ August 21, 
1901, page 4.8 


There is a clear distinction between prohibitions [of the Constitution] 
as go to the very root of the power of Congress to act at all, 
irrespective of time or place, and such as are operative only 
“throughout the United States, or among the several States.S/T/ 
August 21, 1901, page 4.9 


Thus, when the Constitution declares that “no bill of attainder of ex 
post facto law” shall be passed; and that “no title of nobility shall be 
granted to the United States;” it goes to the competency of 
Congress to pass a bill of that description. Perhaps the same 
remark may apply to the first amendment that “Congress shall make 
no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the 
free exercise thereof.” Etc.S/T/ August 21, 1901, page 4.10 


“Perhaps”! Note the wide possibilities opened by that “Perhaps.” 
Only “perhaps” Congress is incompetent to make laws respecting 
an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof. 
This statement is in itself almost an open confirmation of and is in 
exact harmony with, the decision of Feb. 29, 1892, making 
“Christianity, general Christianity,” the national religion and 
therefore this “a Christian nation.”S/T/ August 21, 1901, page 4.11 


Thus by the decisions of the Supreme Court of the United States 
May 19, 1890, and Feb. 29, 1892, the government of the United 
States was committed, and delivered over to the principles of 
monarchical absolutism both civil and religious. And nothing that 
has since occurred in national action in the manifestation of 
monarchical absolutism, either civil or religious, has been in 
principle new; and nothing that shall or can ever occur in the 
manifestation of monarchical absolutism, either civil or religious, will 
or can be in principle new. It all has been, and it all will be, but the 
plain manifestation in action, the simple logical expression, of the 
principles espoused as the fundamental principles of the nation by 
the Supreme Court of the nation in the decisions of May 19, 1890, 
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and Feb. 29, 1892.S/T/ August 21, 1901, page 4.12 


And even the decision of Feb. 29, 1892, making the United States 
“a Christian nation,” was hardly new; for the decision of May 19, 
1890, establishing the principles of monarchical absolutism, was 
made to receive its inspiration from “the spirit of Christianity.” So 
that the decision of Feb. 29, 1892, was itself more of a confirmation 
of “the spirit of Christianity” in monarchical absolutism of the 
decision of May 19, 1890, than it was in itself a new and original 
decision of May 19, 1890, that in writing upon the subject in June, 
1891, the writer of this present article said: “But no religious 
despotism can ever be established over a free people. It were 
literally impossible to establish a religious despotism over the royal 
freemen who made the Declaration of Independence and the 
American Constitution. This gradual but steady perversion and 
subversion of the genuine principles of the government as 
established by our forefathers, this steady inculcating of the 
principles of paternalism, is but sowing the seeds of a despotism— 
whether of the many, of the few, or of the one, it matters not—which 
at the opportune moment will be joined by the political preachers, 
and out of the alliance thus formed there will come the religious 
despotism in the perfect likeness of the one before it,—in Rome. 
And in less than a year the Supreme Court itself put forth its 
decision—Feb. 29, 1892—establishing “Christianity, general 
Christianity,” as the national religion, and declaring this “a Christian 
nation,” and thus opened the door which the political preachers 
immediately entered, and demanded and secured governmental 
action, in behalf of church institutions and observances.S/7/ August 
21, 1901, page 4.13 


It is notable also that in all these decisions—May 19, 1890, Feb. 29, 
1892, and May 27, 1901—Rome, both civil and religious; Rome, 
both Pagan and Papal, is the original of the principles espoused,— 
in the first two by definite citation, and in the last by inevitable, 
historical fact. And now that the principle of imperial “Christian” 
absolutism, after the example of Rome, has been thus established 
as the principle of the government of the United States, the only 
thing that remains to complete the active course of Rome is for the 
government of the United States to make practical provision for 
Papal—Rome’s,—falsehood and delusions.S/7T/ August 21, 1907, 
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page 4.14 


The effect of the establishment of that imperial “Christian” 
absolutism in the Roman empire was so to fill the empire with 
hypocritical Pharisaic iniquity, as speedily to sink it in awful and 
utter ruin. And since in the United States this course of Rome has 
been followed, and Rome’s history, in principle and in practise, has 
been repeated unto the very last item, civil and religious, will this 
nation, can this nation now escape the repetition of that last item, 
and through it the result in ruin that came to Rome because of that 
item?S/TI August 21, 1901, page 4.15 


Therefore, sixteen years ago, in 1885, it was published that “when 
our government shall repudiate every principle of its Constitution as 
a Protestant and republican government, and shall make provision 
for the propagation of papal falsehoods and delusions, we may 
know that the time of the marvelous working of Satan is at hand, 
and that the end is near.” And this “national apostasy will mean 
national ruin.” \t can not mean anything else. That is the one only 
thing that ismeant to the republic of Rome, degenerated to 
monarchical absolutism and imperial “Christian” despotism; that is 
the one only thing that it can mean to the republic of the United 
States, traveling precisely the same course unto the brink of the last 
step that precedes ruin.S/7T/ August 27, 1901, page 4.16 


And all this is shown in the Scriptures. In the Scriptures, Rome from 
beginning to end—Rome Pagan and Papal—is “the Beast.” Danie/ 
7:7, 11; Revelation 13:1-8 19:19, 20. And in the last days, in the 
time of the end, there arises “another beast,” that develops “an 
image of the Beast,’—that is, an image of Rome. The only thing out 
of which can come an image of Rome is a republic degenerating 
into empire, monarchical absolutism and imperial “Christian” 
despotism; then sinking in utter ruin. That is only what Rome was; 
and over that same course, unto the verge of the very last step that 
precedes ruin, this republic of the United States has already 
traveled in the perfect-likeness of the course of the republic of 
Rome. Rome was the Beast; this is, and will continue to be, the 
very Image of the Beast. Revelation 13:11-18.S/TI August 21, 1901, 
page 553.1 
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Accordingly, just now there is due to the world the message of God, 
proclaimed with a mighty voice. “If any man worship the Beast and 
his Image, and receive his mark in his forehead or in his hand, the 
same shall drink of the wine of the wrath of God, which is poured 
out without mixture into the cup of His indignation.... Here is the 
patience of the saints; here are they that keep the commandments 
of God and the faith of Jesus.... And | looked, and behold a white 
cloud, and upon the cloud one sat like unto the Son of man, having 
on His head a golden crown, and in His hand a sharp sickle. And 
another angel came out of the temple, crying with a loud voice to 
Him that sat on the cloud, Thrust in Thy sickle, and reap; for the 
time is come for Thee to reap; for the harvest of the earth is ripe. 
And He that sat on the cloud thrust in His sickle on the earth, and 
the earth was reaped.” Revelation 14:9-16.S/T/ August 21, 1901, 
page 553.2 


“And the Beast was taken, and with him the false prophet [the 
Image of the Beast] that wrought miracles before him; ... these both 
were cast alive into a lake of fire, burning with brimstone,” both so 
together are consumed “with the spirit of His mouth,” and destroyed 
with “the brightness of His coming.”S/T/ August 21, 1901, page 
553.3 


The course of the republic of Rome has been repeated by the 
republic of the United States unto the brink of the last downward 
plunge that preceded Rome’s ruin. That last step of the course of 
the republic of Rome will be repeated by the republic of the United 
States. And then utter ruin will be the inevitable consequence to the 
republic of the United States, as it was to the republic of Rome.S/T/ 
August 21, 1901, page 553.4 


“Get ready, get ready, get ready!”S/T/ August 21, 1901, page 553.5 
ALONZO T. JONES. 
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